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Ercomer, Utrecht University, The Netherlands
According to the deprovincialization thesis, interethnic contact involves a reappraisal and
distancing from the ingroup. Contact can broaden one’s horizon by acknowledging and
recognizing the value of other cultures and thereby putting the taken-for-granted own
cultural standards into perspective. The current research uses data from three surveys
to examine the relationship between quantity of outgroup contact and ingroup distance
(ingroup identification and ingroup feelings) among native Dutch participants.
More positive contact with ethnic outgroups was expected to lead to a higher endorsement
of multiculturalism, that, in turn, is related to a stronger distancing from the ingroup.
Findings in all three studies support the deprovincialization thesis. In addition,
in Study 3, mediation is found independently of outgroup threat. Findings across the
three studies confirm the stability of the results and cross-validate the deprovincialization
thesis.
Keywords: deprovincialization, outgroup contact, multiculturalism
Interviewer: ‘‘Is that right, you think it is en-
riching too, these, er, different cultures?’’
Interviewee: ‘‘Oh absolutely. You get this
wider perspective. You don’t just—this con-
ventional, narrow Holland and er all that er
you get a wider perspective you know, you,
you start taking more of an interest in other
cultures too.’’
******
‘‘In-group norms, customs, and lifestyles
turn out not to be the only ways to manage
the social world. The new perspective not
only individualizes and ‘‘humanizes’’ out-
group members but serves to distance you
from your ingroup. . . . Those with outgroup
friends gain distance from their own group
and form a less provincial perspective on
other groups in general.’’
The first quote is from research on multi-
culturalism in the Netherlands (Verkuyten
2004) and illustrates the proposition of ‘‘de-
provincialization.’’ The subject believes that
through intergroup contact you can ‘‘get this
wider perspective,’’ a self-critical view that
goes beyond ‘‘this conventional, narrow Hol-
land.’’ The second quote is from Pettigrew
(1997:174) who introduced the concept of de-
provincialization and argued that intergroup
contact not only affects attitudes toward out-
groups but also involves a reappraisal and dis-
tancing from the ingroup (see also Pettigrew
1998). Especially for majority group mem-
bers, contact can lead to the insight that the
traditions, customs, norms, and values of
one’s group are not the only ways to manage
and look at the world. Relative to members of
ethnic minorities, majority group members
are generally less inclined to reflect on their
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privileged culture and status or to think about
themselves in terms of their group member-
ship (Verkuyten 2005). Contacts with ethnic
outgroups may broaden people’s horizon by
acknowledging and recognizing the value of
other cultures and thereby putting their
taken-for-granted own cultural standards
into perspective.
Ethnocentrism refers to judging other
groups from one’s own cultural point of view
(LeVine and Campbell 1972). Limited experi-
ences provide the view that the ingroup is the
center of the world and its norms and customs
provide the self-evident and invariant stan-
dards for judgment. Intergroup contact can
enrich people’s views of the social world mak-
ing them use less ingroup-centric and more
pluralistic standards of judgment. As a princi-
ple, multiculturalism emphasizes equality
between and respect for the pluralism of cul-
tures and group identities. Multicultural
approaches involve learning about differences
and diversity and imply that one’s own cul-
tural standards are considered more relative
(e.g., Fowers and Richardson 1996; Nagda,
Kim, and Truelove 2004). The current
research examines in three large-scale surveys
the relationship between quantity of outgroup
contact and ingroup distance among native
Dutch participants. The proposition tested is
that multicultural recognition mediates this
relationship. More frequent (voluntary) con-
tact with ethnic outgroups is expected to lead
to a higher endorsement of multiculturalism,
that, in turn, is related to a stronger distancing
from one’s ingroup. Ingroup distance is exam-
ined in terms of ingroup identification and
feelings toward the ingroup.
INTERGROUP CONTACT
Numerous studies among different age
groups have examined the relationship
between intergroup contact and outgroup
prejudice (see Brown and Hewstone 2005;
Pettigrew and Tropp 2006; Tropp and Preno-
vost 2008). These studies typically find that
contact reduces prejudice and facilitating
conditions for this effect have been identified
and examined. This positive effect of contact
is not only found for the quality of the contact
but also for quantity of contact (e.g., Brown
et al. 2007; Tausch et al. 2007; Velasco Gon-
za´lez et al. 2008; Ward and Masgoret 2006)
and for contact opportunities (Hallinan and
Smith 1985; Wagner et al. 2003). Frequent
intergroup contact can enhance knowledge,
reduce fear and anxiety, and increase empa-
thy and perspective taking (Eller and Abrams
2004; Pettigrew and Tropp 2008). Learning
new information can correct negative views
of the outgroup and reduce uncertainty about
how to interact with others. It can also lead to
increased cultural sensitivity and perspective
taking, and a reappraisal of the ingroup.
The importance of learning new informa-
tion is considered a critical component of,
for example, multicultural education. This
learning typically implies a reshaping of the
views on one’s ingroup (Hogan and Mallott
2005; Nagda et al. 2004). New information
and experiences facilitate the view that the in-
group is no longer the center of the world and
those ingroup norms and customs are reap-
praised. Pettigrew (1998) discusses the results
of European surveys showing that outgroup
friendship was related to less national pride
among majority group members. In another
study, using a German national probability
sample, he showed that positive contact was
negatively associated with the strength of
German identity (Pettigrew 2009). These
findings suggest that intergroup contact can
lead to less provincialism or a distancing
from the ingroup (but see Eller and Abrams
2004). However, these studies did not exam-
ine mediating processes and it is not clear
whether frequency of contact has similar
effects. Our research focused on the endorse-
ment of multicultural recognition as the medi-
ating factor between contact frequency and
ingroup distance.
MULTICULTURAL RECOGNITION
In their Unified Instrumental Model of
Group Conflict, Esses and colleagues (Esses
et al. 2005) argue for the importance of ideo-
logical factors that can heighten sensitivity to
ingroups and outgroups. The endorsement of
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a multicultural ideology, such as the general
view that cultural diversity is good for soci-
ety, is a key ideological aspect in the context
of immigrants and minority cultures (Ver-
kuyten 2006). The multiculturalism hypothe-
sis proposes that the endorsement of cultural
diversity leads to higher levels of acceptance
toward ethnic outgroups. Some experimental
studies have indeed shown a causal positive
effect of multiculturalism on automatic and
explicit forms of racial and ethnic attitudes
(e.g., Richeson and Nussbaum 2004; Ver-
kuyten 2005; Wolsko et al. 2000). Further-
more, in contrast to assimilationist thinking
which provides intellectual and moral justifi-
cation for the superiority and unchanging
character of the dominant group (Fredrickson
1999), multiculturalism is an ideological view
that emphasizes nuance and puts into per-
spective the majority’s group identity and
culture (Fowers and Richardson 1996).
Some evidence for this comes from four stud-
ies among ethnic Dutch participants (Ver-
kuyten 2005). In two survey studies, there
was a tendency for the endorsement of multi-
culturalism to be negatively associated with
ingroup evaluation. In addition, the other
two were experimental studies where Dutch
participants tended to have lower ingroup
evaluation in a multicultural compared to an
assimilationist situational context.
Intergroup contact provides insights about
outgroups as well as the ingroup. Through
positive contact people can gain greater
knowledge and understanding about cultural
differences and the value of diversity. In the
context of New Zealand, Ward and Masgoret
(2006) found a positive association between
intergroup contact and the endorsement of
multicultural ideology. In a study among
Dutch participants a similar association was
found (Velasco Gonza´lez et al. 2008). Thus,
we predicted intergroup contact to be posi-
tively associated with the endorsement of
multicultural recognition.
In turn, stronger endorsement of multicul-
turalism should be associated with more dis-
tance from the ingroup. Distancing from the
ingroup typically implies lower ingroup iden-
tification and less positive feelings toward the
ingroup (Guimond, Dif, and Aupy 2002; Ver-
kuyten and Reijerse 2008). We expected
stronger endorsement of multicultural ideol-
ogy to be associated with lower ingroup iden-
tification and less positive ingroup feelings.
Most importantly, the endorsement of multi-
culturalism was expected to mediate the rela-
tionship between intergroup contact and
ingroup distance. Intergroup contact involves
a reappraisal of the ingroup by offering infor-
mation and knowledge that puts one’s own
lifestyles, customs, and norms into the per-
spective of the value of cultural diversity.
OUTGROUP THREAT
Various studies have demonstrated that
positive intergroup contact reduces intergroup
threat and anxiety (e.g., Tausch et al. 2007;
Voci and Hewstone 2003) and quantity of
contact can have a similar effect (e.g., Eller
and Abrams 2004; Velasco Gonza´lez et al.
2008). Furthermore, the endorsement of mul-
ticulturalism is negatively related to feelings
of outgroup threat (Velasco Gonza´lez et al.
2008; Ward and Masgoret 2006). The ‘‘group
identity reaction’’ model (Eccleston and
Major 2006) postulates that perceiving group
threat leads individuals to identify more
strongly with their ingroup and to evaluate
their ingroup more positively. People can
cope with outgroup threats by adopting
group-based strategies that increase ingroup
identification and positive ingroup feelings
(Jetten et al. 2001; Schmitt and Branscombe
2002). Further, because intergroup contact
tends to reduce feelings of outgroup threat,
it might be that threat mediates the relation-
ship between contact and ingroup distance,
rather than the endorsement of multicultural-
ism. Therefore, Study 3 examines the possi-
bility that intergroup contact does not lead
to ingroup distance by endorsing the value
of cultural diversity but through reduced feel-
ings of intergroup threat.
STUDY FORMAT
The deprovincialization thesis proposes
that intergroup contact broadens cultural hori-
zons of majority members by putting their
400 SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY
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taken-for-granted cultural standards into per-
spective and distancing them from their in-
group. We analyzed three surveys to test
this proposition among native Dutch school
pupils as members of the majority group.
Study 1 focuses on opportunities for inter-
group contact by examining the effect of the
proportion of ethnic minority classmates on
preadolescents endorsement of multicultural-
ism and ingroup distance. In addition, we sta-
tistically controlled for the perception of the
normative classroom climate. We expected
contact opportunity to have a positive effect
on the endorsement of multiculturalism, and,
via multiculturalism, on ingroup distance.
Study 2 was conducted among an older
group of adolescents and had a similar design
as Study 1. However, Study 2 did not only
focus on contact opportunities but also
included direct measures of quantity of inter-
group contact. Study 3 goes beyond the sec-
ond study by not only focusing on
multiculturalism but also on feelings of out-
group threat as an alternative mediator
between quantity of contact and ingroup dis-
tance. We examined whether multicultural-
ism plays a mediating role, independent of
feelings of threat.
All three studies are correlational, which
raises questions of causality. For some rela-
tionships, the causal direction is rather self-
evident. For example, a correlation exists
between the objective number of ethnic
minority classmates and the endorsement of
multiculturalism. In other expected relations,
the causal sequence is less certain. For exam-
ple, valuing cultural diversity might stimulate
an interest in intergroup contact (Tropp and
Bianchi 2006). Therefore, we will examine
the statistical fit of alternative models. The
hypotheses were tested using multilevel anal-
ysis and structural equation modelling.
STUDY 1
Research has shown a positive correlation
between the number of ethnic minority mem-
bers in the classroom and intergroup friendli-
ness (Hallinan and Smith 1985, 1989). The
first study focuses on the proportion of ethnic
minority classmates as an indicator of inter-
group contact opportunity. The endorsement
of multiculturalism is the proposed mediating
variable and ingroup identification and global
feelings towards the ingroup serve as indica-
tors of ingroup distance. In addition, because
the expected relationships might be due to the
normative classroom climate we statistically
controlled for children’s perceptions of the
endorsement of multiculturalism by their
classmates.
Method: Sample
The analysis focuses on 743 pre-adoles-
cents (Mage = 10.93 years, SD = 0.77; 46.2
percent percent female) from 48 school clas-
ses in a medium-sized town in the west of the
Netherlands. All these students attended either
grade 5 or 6. They self-identified as native
Dutch and indicated that both of their parents
were born in the Netherlands. In the Nether-
lands, parental birthplace is the main indicator
of ethnicity and ethnic minority youth self-
identities, for example, as Turkish, Moroccan,
and Surinamese (Verkuyten 2005). The par-
ticipants completed a short questionnaire in
their classrooms. Participation was voluntary
and anonymity was guaranteed. All preadoles-
cents agreed to participate.
Method: Measures
Contact opportunity was operationalized
as the proportion of students in each partici-
pant’s classroom that did not self-identify as
native Dutch. To obtain this information all
students in the classroom were asked to report
on their own ethnicity.
The endorsement of multiculturalism was
assessed with five items taken from Berry
and Kalin’s (1995) Multicultural Ideology
Scale. These items have been used in previ-
ous research in the Netherlands, including
research among preadolescents (Arends-To´th
and Van de Vijver 2003; Verkuyten and Thijs
2010). Considering the age group, the items
were formulated in relation to the ‘‘Turks
and Moroccans’’ who are the numerically
largest and most prototypical minority groups
in the Netherlands. Two sample items are:
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‘‘Turks and Moroccans should be allowed to
maintain their own traditions and culture in
the Netherlands’’ and ‘‘the Dutch should
have more respect for the culture of the Turks
and Moroccans.’’ Response scales ranged
from 1 = completely disagree to 5 = com-
pletely agree. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.78.
Ethnic ingroup feelings were measured
with a feeling thermometer running from 0
degrees = very negative feelings to 100
degrees = very positive feelings. Students
were instructed that 50 degrees represents
neutral feelings, markings above 50 degrees
indicate positive or warm feelings, and mark-
ings below 50 degrees indicate cold or nega-
tive feelings. The thermometer has been used
as a global measure of group feelings in many
studies including studies among preadoles-
cents (e.g., Verkuyten 2005; Verkuyten and
Thijs 2010; Wolsko et al. 2006).
Ethnic ingroup identification was assessed
with two items (‘‘How important is it to you
that you are Dutch?’’ and ‘‘Are you proud
to be Dutch?’’) for which Cronbach’s alpha
was 0.76. Response scales ranged from 1 =
no, not at all) to 5 = yes, certainly.
Perceived normative classroom climate
(the covariate in this study) was assessed
with three items. On a five-point scale rang-
ing from almost none to almost all, students
were asked to estimate the number of class-
mates who were a) in favor of respect for
all cultures, b) opposed to discrimination,
and c) consider all cultures to be equal; alpha
was 0.78.
Data Analysis
The data had a three-level structure with
students (n = 743; Level 1) nested within clas-
ses (n = 48; Level 2) that were nested within
schools (n = 48; Level 3). Therefore multi-
level analysis was performed. Multilevel anal-
ysis corrects for dependencies between
observations nested within the same units
(e.g., classes) and can be used to test the
impact of variables at higher levels (e.g.,
classroom contact opportunities, Level 2) on
lower-level variables (e.g., students’ endorse-
ment of multiculturalism, Level 1). We tested
multilevel regression models with MLwiN
version 2.0 (Rasbash et al. 2004) using the
Iterative Generalized Least Squares algo-
rithm. In MLwiN 2.0 multivariate models can
be specified by including an additional level
(Level 0) representing the different dependent
variables nested within individual respondents
(Level 1; see Goldstein 1995; Snijders and
Bosker 1999). Hence, we can simultaneously
examine ingroup feelings and ingroup identi-
fication as two aspects of ingroup distance,
and examine whether both measures are simi-
larly affected by the independent variables.1
Model improvement was assessed by compar-
ing the fit (deviance) of nested models. Differ-
ences between these statistics follow a Chi-
square distribution with degrees of freedom
given by the difference in parameters
(Snijders and Bosker 1999).
Results: Mean Scores and Intercorrelations
Table 1 shows the means and intercorrela-
tions for all variables. On average, all partic-
ipants visited classrooms with a moderate
proportion of non-native Dutch students indi-
cating contact opportunities, and their support
for multiculturalism was around the midpoint
of the scale. The general feeling toward the
ingroup was positive and significantly above
the midpoint of the scale, t(742) = 52.11,
p\ .01. The score for ingroup identification
was also relatively high. Ingroup feelings and
identification were moderately associated,
warranting their simultaneous examination
as two aspects of ingroup distance.
1 The multivariate multilevel model is an elaboration
of the univariate multilevel model. An univariate two-level
regression model with one fixed Level 1 predictor x can be
expressed by yij = b01 b1xij1 eij1 uj, with var(eij) = se
2
and var(uj) = s
2
u. Here, the subscripts i and j denote units
at, respectively, Level 1 (e.g., student) and Level 2 (e.g.,
classroom), b0 is the intercept and b1 is the slope, and eij
and uj are the residuals for each level. The two-variate
version of the univariate model is represented
by yhij = b01z1hij 1 b02z2hij 1 b11z1 hijxi 1 b12z2hijxi 1
e1ijz1hij 1 e2ijz2hij 1 u1jz1hij 1 u2jz2hij, with var(e1ij) =
s2e1, var(e2ij) = s
2





u2, and cov(u1j u2j). In this equation, the additional
level (Level 0) is indicated by the subscript h. Also, z1ij =
1 and 0 for, respectively, the first and the second depen-
dent variable, and z2ij = 12 z1ij (see Goldstein 1995).
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Results: Variance Components
Prior to testing our hypotheses, we esti-
mated the variance components of multicul-
turalism and ingroup distance (ingroup
feelings and identification) at each level.
For this, so-called intercept-only regression
models were specified (Snijders and Bosker
1999). Initial results showed that model fit
did not worsen significantly (p . .05) when
Level 3 was not included in the analyses.
Hence, we further analyzed the less complex
two-level models. For multiculturalism, 13.8
percent of the variance was at Level 2, and for
ingroup feelings and evaluations these percen-
tages were, respectively, 2.8 percent and 4.1
percent. This indicates that classmates were
relatively similar with respect to ingroup dis-
tance and especially so with respect to
multiculturalism.
Results: Ingroup Distance
To examine the unique contributions of
contact opportunity on multiculturalism and
ingroup feeling and ingroup identification,
two multilevel regression models were tested.
Results are shown in Table 2 (Models 1 and
2). In the first model, multiculturalism was
regressed on both contact opportunity and
perceived normative classroom climate (the
control variable). It appeared that students
with more contact opportunity reported
more endorsement of multiculturalism, inde-
pendently of the perceived classroom norm.
Next, we examined the impact of contact
opportunity on ingroup distance, i.e., ingroup
feelings and ingroup identification, using
normative classroom climate as a control.
Unexpectedly, there were no unique effects
of contact opportunity (see Model 2). This
finding seems to preclude the possibility of
mediation (Baron and Kenny 1986), which
requires a significant relation between the
independent variable (contact opportunity)
and the dependent variable (ingroup
distance).
In the third model, multiculturalism was
entered as an additional predictor of the two
aspects of ingroup distance. As expected,
this measure had a negative effect on both
aspects, and, as indicated by the superscripts
in Table 2, the effect was stronger for identi-
fication than for ingroup feelings.2 Further-
more, adding multiculturalism to the
equation revealed unique, positive effects of
contact opportunity. This pattern of findings
indicates a (reciprocal) suppression effect (see
Lancaster 1999). To examine the indirect
effects of contact opportunity on ingroup dis-
tance via the endorsement of multiculturalism,
two Sobel tests were performed (MacKinnon,
Warsi, and Dwyer 1995). Results indicated
that these indirect effects were significant for
both ingroup feelings and for ingroup identifi-
cation, respectively, z = 22.53, p\ .05, and
z = 23.36, p\ .01.
Together, these results show that there are
two opposite effects of contact opportunity on
ingroup distance and that these effects cancel
Table 1. Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations in Study 1
1 2 3 4 M SD
1. Contact Opportunity 0.21 0.16
2. Classroom Climate 0.04 3.68 1.16
3. Multiculturalism 0.16** 0.28** 3.16 0.92
4. Ingroup Feelings 0.06 20.09* 20.13** 85.17 18.40
5. Ingroup Identification 0.04 20.16** 20.28** 0.26** 3.48 3.48
Notes. The scales for classroom climate, multiculturalism, and ingroup identification range from 1 to 5. Contact
opportunity is a proportion measure, and the scale for ingroup feelings ranges from 1 to 100.
*p\ .05. ** p\ .01.
2 In a multivariate multilevel analysis, differences
between two effects can be tested by comparing the fit
of a model with two separate coefficients to the fit of
a model with one common coefficient.
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each other out. As expected from our theoret-
ical reasoning, contact opportunity resulted in
higher ingroup distance because it leads to
a stronger endorsement of multiculturalism.
Yet at the same time, contact opportunity
also had a direct effect leading to higher in-
group identification and more positive in-
group feelings.
Results: Alternative Mediation
We also conducted a set of analyses in
which an alternative mediation model was
examined. In this model, ingroup feelings
and ingroup identification are expected to
mediate the effect of contact opportunity on
the endorsement of multiculturalism. The
indirect effects were not significant (p .
.15) indicating that ingroup distance did not
mediate the influence of contact opportunity
on multiculturalism.
Discussion
The multilevel results of Study 1
support the deprovincialization proposition.
Contact opportunity appears to lead to higher
ingroup distance via its association with
increased endorsement of multiculturalism.
Pre-adolescents who have more opportunities
for contact with ethnic outgroup classmates
tend to endorse the value of cultural diversity
more strongly; this endorsement is associated
with lower ingroup identification and less pos-
itive ingroup feelings. This finding is not due
to the perceived classroom climate about the
normative acceptance of cultural diversity.
Furthermore, there was no evidence that
ingroup distance mediated the influence of
contact opportunity on multiculturalism. Addi-
tionally, the focus on contact opportunity im-
plies that the findings are difficult to explain
by reversed causality in which the endorse-
ment of multiculturalism or ingroup distancing
leads to more intergroup contact opportunities
at school.
However, contact opportunity in school is
a proxy for actual intergroup contact and
higher opportunity for interethnic contact
was also directly related to less ingroup dis-
tance. This finding suggests that a higher pro-
portion of ethnic minority classmates can
challenge and threaten the position and iden-
tity of the native majority group (Blalock
1967). Identity threat can lead individuals to
identify more strongly with their ingroup
and to evaluate their ingroup more positively.
Table 2. Multilevel Regression Models for the Prediction of Multiculturalism and Ingroup Distance in Study 1











Contact Opportunity 0.17** 0.06a 0.05a 0.08*a 0.09*a
Classroom Climate 0.24** 20.08*a 20.15**a 20.05a 20.08*a




0.83 (4.7 percent) 0.97 (0.2 percent) 0.95 (1.0 percent) 0.96 (1.3 percent) 0.90 (6.5 percent)
Level 2 (percent
explained)
0.07 (50.0 percent)0.02 (35.7 percent)0.02 (43.9 percent)0.01 (53.6 percent)0.01 (80.5 percent)
Deviance 2007.28 4134.97 4082.48
Model improvement
x2 (df) 53.74 (2)** 18.19 (4)** 52.50 (2)**
Reference model Intercept-only Intercept-only Model 2
Notes. Regression coefficients are bs but all variables are standardized (z-scores) at Level 1. For each row in the same
model, effects with similar superscripts are similar at p . .05, and effects with different superscripts are different at
p\ .01.
*p\ .05. ** p\ .01.
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People can cope with outgroup threats by
adopting group-based strategies that increase
ingroup orientation (Jetten et al. 2001;
Schmitt and Branscombe 2002).
STUDY 2
We conducted a second study to examine
whether these findings could be generalized
to another and older sample of adolescents.
In so doing, we focused not only on contact
opportunities but also on the quantity of inter-
group contact. According to the deprovincial-
ization thesis, having frequent contact with
ethnic outgroup members should lead to
a stronger endorsement of multiculturalism
and thereby to a distancing away from the in-
group. Through frequent contact, people can
acquire a less provincial perspective that
serves to distance them from their ingroup.
Thus, we expected quantity of intergroup
contact to be related to more ingroup distance
due to its association with multiculturalism.
In Study 2, ingroup distance was assessed
with ingroup identification and feelings
toward specific ingroup members rather than
global feelings. We, again, controlled statisti-
cally for perceived normative classroom
climate.
Method: Participants
The analysis focused on 1028 students
(Mage = 15.86. SD = 0.62; 46.8 percent
female) from 77 classes in 10 schools in
a medium-sized town in the east of the Nether-
lands. All participants indicated that both of
their parents were Dutch by birth. Participants
completed a questionnaire in their classrooms.
Participation was voluntary and anonymity
was guaranteed, and all adolescents agreed
to participate.
Method: Measures
Contact opportunity was based upon the
relative proportion of students in each class-
room who indicated that at least one of their
parents was not born in the Netherlands.
This measure was somewhat different from
the one used in Study 1, which pertained to
students’ own ethnicity. Yet that study dem-
onstrated a very strong correlation (r = .97)
between the proportion of non self-defined
Dutch students and the proportion of students
with at least one non-Dutch parent.
The endorsement of multiculturalism was
measured with six items (five-point scales)
taken again from the Multicultural Ideology
Scale (Berry and Kalin 1995). Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.82.
Ingroup feelings were assessed by asking
participants to rate their affective reactions
toward ‘‘a new ethnic Dutch classmate’’ and
‘‘a new ethnic Dutch neighbor.’’ The response
scale ranged from 1 = very negative to 5 =
very positive. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.65.
Three items were used to measure in-
group identification. These items were taken
from previous studies in the Netherlands (see
Verkuyten 2005) and measure the impor-
tance attached to one’s ethnic group
membership (e.g., ‘‘Being Dutch is an
important part of myself’’). The response
scale ranged from 1 = completely disagree
to 7 = completely agree, and Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.67.
Quantity of contact was measured with 10
items about the frequency of having lunch
and cooperating in the classroom with fellow
students of, respectively, Turkish, Moroccan,
Surinamese, Antilleans, and other ethnic
minority backgrounds. Response scales var-
ied from 1 = never to 4 = often. Cronbach’s
alpha for these ten questions was 0.85.
Perceived normative classroom climate
was, again, included as a covariate in the
analysis. Two questions were asked: ‘‘Are
racism and discrimination discussed in
class?’’ and ‘‘Are the customs and habits of
people from foreign cultures discussed in
class?’’ The same four-point response format
as for quantity of contact was used and Cron-
bach’s alpha was 0.65
Results: Mean scores and Intercorrelations
Means and intercorrelations of all varia-
bles are shown in Table 3. The participants
attended classes with relatively few intereth-
nic contact opportunities, i.e., few students
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with at least one non-Dutch parent.3 How-
ever, these opportunities were substantially
and positively related to self-reported (volun-
tary) contact with ethnic minorities. Students’
endorsement of multiculturalism was around
the midpoint of the scale. Ingroup feelings and
ingroup identification were positive, and the
mean score of the former measure was above
the neutral midpoint of the scale, t(1027) =
51.92, p \ .01. Moreover, similar to Study
1, ingroup feelings and identification were
positively but not very strongly related.
Results: Variance Components
Two intercept-only models were tested to
examine the variance components of multi-
culturalism and ingroup distance at the differ-
ent levels (Snijders and Bosker 1999). As the
three-level models had better fit than the two-
level models (p\ .05), the former were fur-
ther analyzed. For multiculturalism 83.1 per-
cent of the variance was at Level 1, 6.6
percent at Level 2, and 10.3 percent at Level
3. For ingroup feelings these percentages were
92.1, 5.9, and 2.0, respectively, and for
ingroup identification, 87.8, 7.9, and 4.2.
Although most of the variance in these mea-
sures existed between students attending the
same classroom, there were also differences
between classrooms and between schools.
Results: Ingroup Distance
As in Study 1, we tested three different
multilevel regression models which are
shown in Table 3. In the first two models,
multiculturalism and the two aspects of in-
group distance were regressed on both contact
opportunity and quantity of self-reported con-
tact, controlling statistically for perceived
normative classroom climate. As expected,
self-reported contact had a positive effect on
multiculturalism and was associated with
more ingroup distance. The latter effect was
stronger for ingroup identification than for in-
group feelings. In addition, contact opportu-
nity had no independent effects on
multiculturalism and ingroup distance.4
In the third model, we examined whether
multiculturalism mediates the effect of self-
reported contact on ingroup distance. According
to Baron and Kenny (1986), the critical test for
mediation is that the link between the indepen-
dent variable (outgroup contact) and the depen-
dent variable (ingroup distance) must be
significantly reduced when the mediator vari-
able (multiculturalism) is controlled for. To con-
duct this test, we included multiculturalism as
an additional predictor of ingroup distance
(Table 4, Model 3). As expected, multicultural-
ism was associated with less positive ingroup
Table 3. Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations in Study 2
1 2 3 4 5 M SD
1. Contact Opportunity 0.06 0.09
2. Contact 0.40** 1.61 0.63
3. Classroom Climate 0.04 0.10** 2.52 0.63
4. Multiculturalism 20.03 0.13** 0.06 2.89 0.77
5. Ingroup Feelings 0.01 20.03 0.03 20.19** 4.02 0.63
6. Ingroup Identification 20.01 20.07* 20.02 20.39** 0.28** 6.08 0.98
Notes. The scales for multiculturalism and ingroup feelings range from 1 to 5, the scales for contact and classroom
climate range from 1 to 4, and the scale for ingroup identification ranges from 1 to 7. Contact opportunity is a proportion
measure.
*p\ .05. ** p\ .01.
3 The measure for contact opportunity in this study
had high skewness and kurtosis. However, analyses with
the same measure after arcsin transformation yielded vir-
tually the same results.
4 However, contact opportunity did have a positive
indirect effect on multiculturalism through actual contact
(z = 4.96, p\ .01), and a negative indirect effect on in-
group feelings (z = 21.95, p = .05) and on in-group iden-
tification (z = 23.23, p\ .01).
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feelings and, particularly, with lower ingroup
identification. Furthermore, in the analysis
including multiculturalism, the effect of out-
group contact on ingroup distance was no longer
significant. The Sobel test for mediation con-
firmed that the mediational paths were reliably
greater than zero, respectively, z = 24.25,
p \ .001, for ingroup feeling, and z =
26.07, p\ .01, for ingroup identification.
Results: Alternative Mediation
We examined whether there is evidence
for alternative mediation by investigating
two sets of indirect effects. First, we tested
whether ingroup feelings and group identifi-
cation mediate the effect of self-reported con-
tact on the endorsement of multiculturalism.
The indirect effect was not significant for in-
group feelings (p . .10), but significant for
identification (p \ .01). However, the size
of the latter effect (z = 23.46) was smaller
than for the mediation in the deprovincializa-
tion model (see above).
Second, we investigated whether self-
reported contact mediated the relationship
between multiculturalism and ingroup distance.
These effects were not significant for ingroup
feelings and for identification (ps . .25).
Discussion
Although other measures were used, the
results of the second study are quite similar
to those of the first. They go beyond the first
study by focusing on frequency of self-
reported contact in addition to contact opportu-
nity. Controlling statistically for normative
classroom climate and opportunity for contact,
self-reported contact was associated with
lower ingroup identification and less positive
ingroup feelings. Furthermore, the effect of
contact on ingroup distance was fully mediated
by the endorsement of multiculturalism. There
was no clear empirical evidence for alternative
mediation models. These findings support the
deprovincialization proposition.
STUDY 3
In Study 3, we examined whether the find-
ings generalize to another sample and we
Table 4. Multilevel Regression Models for the Prediction of Multiculturalism and Ingroup Distance in Study 2










Contact Opportunity 20.06 0.01a 20.01a 0.00a 20.03a
Contact 0.23** 20.07*a 20.12**a 20.03a 20.04a
Classroom Climate 0.02 0.05a 20.01a 0.05a 20.01a




0.81 (5.2 percent) 0.92 (0.8 percent) 0.88 (2.0 percent) 0.92 (1.3 percent) 0.79 (11.9 percent)
Level 2 (percent
explained)
0.07 (—) 0.06 (—) 0.09 (—) 0.05 (21.7 percent) 0.05 (37.0 percent)
Level 3 (percent
explained)
0.13 (—) 0.03 (—) 0.06 (—) 0.000 (100 percent) 0.03 (32.6 percent)
Deviance 2779.85 5675.52 5541.99
Model improvement
x2 (df) 48.75 (3)** 17.65 (6)** 133.52 (2)**
Reference model Intercept-only Intercept-only Model 2
Notes. Regression coefficients are bs but all variables are standardized (z-scores) at Level 1. For each row in the same
model, effects with similar superscripts are similar at p . .05, and effects with different superscripts are different at
p\ .01.
*p\ .05. ** p\ .01.
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focused on outgroup threat in addition to the
endorsement of multiculturalism. Deprovinciali-
zation implies that ingroup norms, beliefs, and
customs are put into perspective. The new per-
spective ‘‘serves to distance you from your in-
group’’ (Pettigrew 1997: 174). The focus is on
knowledge and learning that would lead to
a less ingroup-centric worldview. However, it
is also possible that intergroup contact does
not lead to ingroup distance via the endorsement
of the value of cultural diversity, but rather
through reduced feelings of intergroup threat.
Intergroup contact is related to the endorsement
of multiculturalism (Velasco Gonza´lez et al.
2008; Ward and Masgoret 2006) and tends to
reduce feelings of outgroup threat (e.g., Tausch
et al. 2007; Voci and Hewstone 2003). It may
be that threat, rather than the endorsement of
multiculturalism, mediates the relationship
between contact and ingroup distance.
In examining this alternative explanation
we focused on contact with Muslim peers.
In public debates, Islam and Muslims are typ-
ically presented and perceived as threatening
to Dutch society (Scroggins 2005). Leading
politicians have taken a fiercely negative
position on Islam, defining it as a backward
religion that seriously threatens Dutch
national identity and culture (see Verkuyten
and Zaremba 2005). In 2005, the Pew Global
Project found that 51 percent of the Dutch
participants had unfavorable opinions about
Muslims and a similar percentage has been
found in studies among adolescents (e.g., Ve-
lasco Gonzalez et al. 2008).
Method: Participants
A questionnaire was distributed in three
secondary schools located in the south of
the country. Based on their self-reported eth-
nicity, there was a sample of 595 native
Dutch, non-Muslim adolescents (Mage =
15.06. SD = 0.99; 47 percent female). Students
completed the questionnaire in their class-
rooms and all students agreed to participate.
Method: Measures
Intergroup contact was measured with two
items used in a previous study (Velasco
Gonzalez et al. 2008): ‘‘Do you have contact
with Muslim students at school?’’ and ‘‘Do
you have contact with Muslims in your
neighborhood?" The items were rated on
four-point scales, ranging from 1 = never
to 4 = often. Cronbach’s alpha is 0.63.
Higher scores indicate greater levels of inter-
group contact.
The endorsement of multiculturalism was
measured with six items (five-point scales) that
were similar to the items used in Study 2. Cron-
bach’s alpha is 0.79 and a higher score indicates
a stronger endorsement of multiculturalism.
Outgroup threat was measured using six
items (five-point scales) that were similar to
the scales used by Stephan and colleagues
in testing their integrated threat theory
(1998, 1999). Sample items include:
‘‘Because of the presence of Muslims, Dutch
people have more difficulties in finding
a job’’; ‘‘Because of the presence of Muslims,
Dutch people have more difficulties in find-
ing a house’’; ‘‘I am afraid of increasing vio-
lence and vandalism in the Netherlands
because of Muslims’’; and ‘‘I am afraid of
violent attacks by Muslims in the Nether-
lands.’’ Higher scores indicate stronger feel-
ings of threat and Cronbach’s alpha for this
scale is 0.83.
Ingroup identification was assessed by
asking the participants to respond to six items
(five-point scales) that were taken from previ-
ous Dutch research (Verkuyten 2005). The
items were similar to the items used in the
first two studies (e.g., ‘‘It is important to me
to be Dutch’’). Cronbach’s alpha for the six-
item scale is 0.89.
Similar to Study 1, ingroup feelings were
assessed by means of the ‘‘feeling thermo-
meter.’’ In the instruction it was explained
again that 50 degrees represents neutral feel-
ings, markings above 50 degrees indicate
positive or warm feelings, and markings
below 50 degrees indicate cold or negative
feelings.
Results: Mean Scores and Intercorrelations
As shown in Table 5, participants had, on
average, relatively low levels of outgroup
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contact and low support for multiculturalism,
and they perceived moderate levels of threat.
The global feeling toward the ingroup was
positive and ingroup identification was rela-
tively high. Scores on both measures were
significantly above the neutral midpoint of
the scales, respectively, t(594) = 48.07, and
t(594) = 12.77, ps\ .01.
As in the previous studies, ingroup feel-
ings and identification were significantly
related. Furthermore, there were significant
associations between outgroup contact and
multiculturalism, between contact and threat,
and between multiculturalism and threat.
Results: Ingroup Distance
To examine the impact of self-reported
contact on ingroup feelings and ingroup iden-
tification, and the mediating roles of multi-
culturalism and threat, two multivariate
regression analyses were performed (see
Table 6). We did not specify a second class-
room level in these analyses, because exact
information on classroom clustering was not
included.5 In addition, we did not include
a school level due to the small number of
schools.6
As shown in Model 1, contact had inde-
pendent negative effects on ingroup feelings
and on identification, and these effects were
equally strong. Multiculturalism and threat
were entered as additional predictors in
Model 2. As expected, multiculturalism had
negative independent effects on ingroup dis-
tance. These effects were similar for ingroup
feelings and identification. As in the previous
studies, contact was positively related to mul-
ticulturalism (see Table 5), and the effects of
contact were reduced when the influence of
multiculturalism was partialled out (Table
6). Thus, we examined the indirect effects
of contact on ingroup distance via multicul-
turalism. Sobel tests revealed that these
effects were significant for both ingroup feel-
ing and ingroup identification, respectively,
z = 23.03 and z = 23.85, ps\ .01.
Table 6 further shows that higher per-
ceived outgroup threat was associated with
stronger ingroup identification and more pos-
itive ingroup feelings. In addition, contact
was negatively associated with threat and
the Sobel test showed that threat mediated
the relationship between contact and ingroup
identification, z = 2.28, and between contact
and ingroup feelings, z = 2.00, ps\ .05.
Results: Alternative Mediation
We have proposed that contact leads to
a stronger endorsement of multiculturalism
and via multiculturalism to higher ingroup
distance. However, alternative relationships
are possible and these were tested using
structural equation models. We fitted three
competing models: the proposed model corre-
sponding to the deprovincialization thesis, an
alternative model A in which ingroup
Table 5. Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations in Study 3
1 2 3 4 M SD
1. Contact 2.08 0.74
2. Threat 20.27** 2.91 0.86
3. Multiculturalism 0.34** 20.53** 2.66 0.72
4. Ingroup Feelings 20.18** 0.25** 20.27** 83.62 17.06
5. Ingroup Identification 20.22** 0.35** 20.36** 0.34** 3.44 0.84
Notes. The contact scale ranges from 1 to 4, and the scales for multiculturalism, threat and ingroup identfication range
from 1 to 5. The scale for ingroup feelings ranges from 1 to 100.
**p\ .01.
5 In the Netherlands, classrooms in secondary schools
are less self-contained than in primary school classrooms.
6 All analyses were also performed while correcting
for between-school differences (i.e, on the standardized
residuals following MANOVA). This yielded the same
findings.
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distance mediates the effect of contact on
multiculturalism and threat, and an alternative
model B in which intergroup contact medi-
ates the effects of multiculturalism and threat
on ingroup distance.
We first tested the fit of the deprovincial-
ization model by maximum likelihood assum-
ing multivariate normality. Threat and
multiculturalism were the two correlated me-
diators between intergroup contact and in-
group distance. Ingroup distance was
examined as a single latent variable with in-
group identification and ingroup evaluation
as indicators. This reduction was warranted
because the effects of contact, multicultural-
ism, and threat were comparable in size for
ingroup feelings and ingroup identification
(see Table 6). For the other measures, the
observed (manifest) scales were used.
The deprovincialization model had a good
absolute fit to the data, x2 = 7.356; df = 3; x2/
df = 2.452; CFI = .991; GFI = .995; AGFI =
0.976; NFI = 0.985; RMSEA = 0.049 with
90 percent CI = .000–.096. Thus, the proposed
model is appropriate for explaining the rela-
tionship between the variables. The path
model of the full model accounted for 35 per-
cent of the variance in ingroup distance (SMC,
squared multiple correlation).
The alternative model A had a good fit as
well, x2 = 13.165; df = 4; x2/df = 3.291; CFI =
.981; GFI = .991; AGFI = 0.966; NFI = 0.973;
RMSEA = 0.062 with 90 percent CI = .027 –
.101. However, the Akaike Information Crite-
rion fit index for this model was higher than
that of the original model (AIC = 35.165 vs.
31.356). Thus, the deprovincialization model
is superior to the alternative model A (see
Kline 2005). In the alternative model B inter-
group contact mediated the effects of multi-
culturalism and threat. This model had
a rather poor fit, x2 = 98.095; df = 4; x2/df =
24.524; CFI = .801; GFI = .943; AGFI =
0.785; NFI = 0.797; RMSEA = 0.199 with
90 percent CI = .166 – .234. Moreover, the
AIC fit index was relatively high (120.095).
Thus, the deprovincialization model was also
superior to the alternative model B.
Discussion
The results of Study 3 are similar to the
first two studies and further support the de-
provincialization thesis. Quantity of inter-
group contact is associated with stronger
endorsement of multiculturalism which, in
turn, is associated with higher ingroup dis-
tance. This pattern of mediation was found
while taking feelings of outgroup threat sta-
tistically into account. Independently of
threat, quantity of intergroup contact was
related to more distance from the ingroup
via a stronger endorsement of the value of
cultural diversity. In addition, contact was
Table 6. Multilevel Regression Models for the Prediction of Ingroup Distance in Study 3
Model 1 Model 2
Ingroup Feelings Ingroup Identification Ingroup Feelings Ingroup Identification
Contact 20.18**a 20.22**a 20.09*a 20.09*a
Threat – – 0.14**a 0.21**a
Multiculturalism – – 20.16**a 20.22**a
Variance
Level 1 Student 0.97 (3.3 percent) 0.95 (4.7 percent) 0.90 (9.6 percent) 0.83 (17.0 percent)
Deviance 3263.59 3165.33
Model improvement
x2 (df) 36.89 (2)** 98.26 (4)**
Reference model Intercept-only Model 1
Notes. Regression coefficients are bs but all variables are standardized (z-scores) at Level 1. For each row in the same
model, all effects are similar for ingroup feelings and identification (p . .05).
*p\ .05. ** p\ .01
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related to lower feelings of threat and threat
was positively associated with ingroup identi-
fication. The relationship between intergroup
contact and ingroup distance was also medi-
ated by feelings of outgroup threat.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The research on Allport’s (1954) inter-
group contact hypothesis is extensive (Brown
and Hewstone 2005; Pettigrew and Tropp
2006). Many studies have established that fre-
quent and positive intergroup contact reduces
prejudice, and researchers have examined
moderators and mediators of this effect. The
present research focused on ingroup distance
rather than on outgroup evaluations.
Majority group members are generally not
inclined to reflect on their ingroup’s privi-
leged culture and to think about themselves
in terms of ethnic groups (Verkuyten 2005).
Contacts with ethnic minorities can lead to
more knowledge and appreciation of cultural
differences, and more awareness of the self-
evident and normative nature of one’s own
culture. New experiences with people from
other ethnic groups and learning about other
cultures can help to reduce ethnocentrism.
It broadens one’s horizon and enriches
one’s view of the social world. As a conse-
quence, ingroup norms, beliefs, and customs
are put into perspective and are reappraised.
A new, more pluralist rather than ingroup-
centric perspective implies a distancing of
oneself from the majority ingroup. Pettigrew
(1997, 1998) refers to this process as depro-
vincialization, but, to our knowledge, there
is no systematic empirical evidence for it.
Studies on majority groups have found that
the endorsement of multiculturalism is
related to less positive ingroup evaluations
(Verkuyten 2005) and that intergroup con-
tact diminishes the strength of ingroup iden-
tification (Pettigrew 1997, 2009). But there
is also research that finds no relationship
between outgroup contact and ingroup reap-
praisal (e.g., Eller and Abrams 2004) and
there is no research that has tested the depro-
vincialization thesis more fully by focusing
on mediating processes.
By analyzing data from three surveys
among native Dutch participants, we exam-
ined the prediction that the relationship
between quantity of intergroup contact and
ingroup distance is mediated by the endorse-
ment of multicultural recognition. Multicul-
turalism puts ingroup norms and customs
into perspective and emphasizes cultural
equality. Although somewhat different mea-
sures were used, the findings for the three
data sets are similar and strongly support
the deprovincialization thesis. In Study 1,
higher opportunity for interethnic contact
was associated with a stronger endorsement
of multiculturalism and, in turn, multicultur-
alism was related to lower ingroup identifica-
tion and less positive global feelings toward
the Dutch ingroup. Study 2 focused on self-
reported quantity of contact; the endorsement
of multiculturalism was again found to medi-
ate the relationship between contact and in-
group identification and ingroup feelings. In
Study 3 we considered the alternative expla-
nation of how feelings of outgroup threat
can play a mediating role. It turned out that
threat did indeed mediate the relationship
between contact and ingroup distance but
the endorsement of multiculturalism also
was an independent mediator. Independently
of threat, multiculturalism provides an ideo-
logical view about the importance of cultural
diversity to put one’s own customs and
norms into perspective. This is not only
important theoretically, but also in view of
trying to develop educational and commu-
nity relations inventions for reducing ethno-
centric worldviews.
Furthermore, it turned out that the effects
on ingroup identification were stronger than
on ingroup feelings (Studies 1 and 2). Argu-
ably, the former is a better indicator of in-
group distance than the latter (Guimond
et al. 2002; Verkuyten and Reijerse 2008).
Less positive ingroup feelings might also
indicate committed criticism rather than in-
group distance. However, people with low
group identification typically tend to dissoci-
ate themselves from their ingroup and are
more reluctant to think and act in terms of
their group membership. In addition to these
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indicators, future studies could also examine
ingroup distance and reappraisal more
directly, for example by asking whether con-
tact with ethnic outgroups has made one think
differently about one’s own group.
As a whole, the findings of the three stud-
ies strongly support the notion that through
intergroup contact individuals get a wider
perspective that is critical of ingroup values,
beliefs, and customs. It should be noted, how-
ever, that we have not investigated the long-
term deprovincialization effects and also do
not know whether there is a spread of the
effect to situations outside the school setting
and in relation to a variety of ethnic out-
groups. It could be that intergroup contact
in other settings does not lead to a less in-
group-centric perspective, and that contact
with culturally more similar outgroups leads
to an emphasis on ingroup norms and customs
rather than a ‘‘wider perspective’’ and a self-
critical view (Jetten, Postmes, and Spears
2004). In addition, it should be noted that
the current focus was on the distancing
away from the ingroup. The two quotes head-
ing this article indicate that deprovincializa-
tion also implies that ‘‘you start taking more
of an interest in other cultures too’’ or that
you develop ‘‘a less provincial perspective
on other groups in general’’ (Pettigrew
1997:174). Future studies should examine
these implications systematically but there is
some suggestive evidence for this proposi-
tion. For example, research that measures or
manipulates multicultural ideology has found
multiculturalism to be associated with less
explicit and automatic outgroup prejudice
(e.g., Richeson and Nussbaum 2004; Velasco
Gonzalez et al. 2008; Verkuyten 2005; Wol-
sko et al. 2000, 2006). Furthermore, forms
of multicultural education aim to educate
children about ethnic-cultural differences
with the idea that increased knowledge and
understanding will lead to a greater openness
and acceptance of others (Banks and Banks
1995). There is empirical evidence for this
supposition in several studies, including in
the Netherlands (see Verkuyten 2008; see
also Hogan and Mallot 2005; Nagda et al.
2004).
In evaluating the findings some limitations
should be discussed. The research is con-
cerned with the situation in the Netherlands,
self-reports were used, no objective measure
of actual contact was available, the analyses
are cross-sectional (allowing no definite con-
clusions about causality), the focus was on
the frequency of contact, and aspects and
components of ingroup distance other than
group identification and group feelings were
not examined. For example, in testing the de-
provincialization thesis we focused on the
amount of intergroup contact. Contact fre-
quency has been found to be associated with
more positive outgroup attitudes (Tausch
et al. 2007; Velasco Gonzalez et al. 2008)
and to causally lead to more positive attitudes
(Brown et al. 2007). Our results show that
more frequent contact with ethnic minority
members is also related to greater apprecia-
tion of cultural diversity and a less ingroup-
centric perspective. This result occurred
although the level of contact (opportunity)
in all three studies was not very high. Future
studies should examine other contact situa-
tions and also focus on the quality of the con-
tact. Research indicates that quality of contact
and outgroup friendships are more effective
in reducing prejudice than contact frequency
(Pettigrew and Tropp 2006). This could
mean that positive contact might be even
more effective in stimulating a more nuanced
or less provincial perspective on one’s
ingroup.
Our finding for quantity of contact might
in part be the result of the fact that frequency
of contact often goes together with more inti-
mate and positive outgroup relations. In Stud-
ies 2 and 3, participants were asked to
indicate how often they had intergroup con-
tact in situations that were partly self-chosen.
Furthermore, it is possible that contact does
not lead to the endorsement of multicultural-
ism, but rather that multicultural individuals
tend to have more outgroup contacts (Tropp
and Bianchi 2006). However, this reversed
causal sequence is highly unlikely in Study
1, which focused on the opportunity of con-
tact, and in Studies 2 and 3 the model in
which the causal order was reversed provided
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a poor fit. In addition, the model based on the
deprovincialization thesis engaged the associ-
ations in the data better than a model in which
ingroup distance mediated the association
between contact frequency and the endorse-
ment of multiculturalism (Studies 2 and 3).
Thus, the empirical evidence is most in sup-
port of the deprovincialization thesis. How-
ever, the testing of alternative statistical
models does not provide conclusive evidence
about causality and a further test of this thesis
should be based on longitudinal or experi-
mental studies.
Future studies could also examine depro-
vincialization by focusing on other constructs
and measures, in addition to multiculturalism.
For example, it would be interesting to exam-
ine ethnocentrism or ingroup-centrism and
not only the endorsement of multicultural rec-
ognition. Multiculturalism provides a general
ideological view that puts the cultural identity
of the majority group into perspective. It em-
phasizes equality between and respect for the
pluralism of cultures and group identities.
However, it should be noted that majority
groups can also perceive multiculturalism as
ingroup threatening (Verkuyten 2006). This
means that the endorsement of multicultural-
ism might not always be the best way for
stimulating a less ingroup-centric perspective.
Furthermore, it might be argued that dis-
tancing away from the ingroup can also
have negative consequences, for example,
for psychological well-being and for social
solidarity. This seems less likely, however,
for majority than for minority groups. Com-
pared to minorities, majority group members
are generally less inclined to reflect on their
ingroup’s privileged position and culture
(Verkuyten 2005). As a result, ethnic out-
group contact can lead to more knowledge
and appreciation of cultural differences and
a heightened awareness of the normative status
of one’s own culture. This is especially likely
in non-settler societies like the Netherlands
and Germany that have a historically estab-
lished native majority group and that do not
consider cultural diversity as an intrinsic
or self-defining part of their nation. Further-
more, in these countries the representations
of nationhood and of the native population
tend to correspond: Dutch typically means eth-
nic Dutch, and German means ethnic German.
This means that for these majority group mem-
bers ingroup reappraisal is probably more via-
ble for improving intergroup relations than
a dual identity representation in which ethnic
identities and a common national identity are
emphasized simultaneously (Dovidio, Gaert-
ner, and Saguy 2007).
In contrast, most minority group members
are well aware of their group’s devaluation
and they are familiar with the culture of the
majority group. Furthermore, ethnic minori-
ties tend to emphasize their dual identity as
members of their ethnic group and of the
common national category (Dovidio et al.
2007). This makes it less likely that inter-
group contact leads to a reappraisal of their
ingroup and to more ingroup distance. In their
meta-review, Tropp and Pettigrew (2005)
found that the relationship between contact
and prejudice tends to be weaker among
minority groups than among majority groups.
Future studies should examine the deprovin-
cialization thesis among ethnic minority
members.
To conclude, the strength of our research
is the successful attempt to cross-validate
the deprovincialization thesis in three inde-
pendent majority samples. The findings pro-
vide strong support for the propoposition
that the amount of intergroup contact helps
to make ingroup cultural standards relative
rather than invariant and self-evident. Contact
can stimulate reflecting on one’s own group
and a more critical ingroup orientation. A
wider perspective that goes beyond ‘‘this con-
ventional, narrow Holland’’ is the result and
gaining distance from the dominant majority
group helps to form a less provincial view
of ethnic outgroups.
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